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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The major findings of this study on the economic impact of 
the University of Nebraska at Omaha in 1980-81 are the following: 
1. The Total expenditure (excluding double counting) within 
the Omaha SMSA by the university, its faculty/staff, students, 
and visitors was $62.3 million. 
A) Total expenditure by the university was $9.3 million. 
B) Total expenditure by the faculty/staff was $15.1 
million. 
C) Total expenditure by the students was $36.3 million. 
D) Total expenditure by visitors at conferences was $.2 
million. 
2. The increase in the Omaha SMSA activity caused by the 
university was estimated as $56.1 million. 
A) This included $22.0 million of external funds brought 
into the local economy, less $15.1 million of expenditure outside 
the area, for a net stimulus to the Omaha SMSA economy of $6.8 
million. 
B) Indirect impacts, due to spending by faculty and stu-
dents in the SMSA because of UNO's existence, were estimated as 
$21.2 million. 
C) This combined impact of $28.1 million, when a 
multiplier of 2.0 was used to estimate the impact of respending 
in the area, produced an impact of $56.1 million. 
3. A total of $62.3 million of additional income attribu-
table to alumni having college degrees was not included in these 
1 
estimates of the university's economic impact. 
Over 15,000 UNO alumni reside in the Omaha SMSA. The average 
increased earnings for college graduates compared to high school 
graduates was $4,706 for males and $2,987 for females, so a total 
annual impact of $62.3 million (before taxes and other 
adjustments) was estimated. 
2 
INTRODUCTION 
This study measured the immediate economic impact of the 
University of Nebraska at Omaha in 1980-81. It focused only on 
the expenditures of the university itself, its faculty and staff, 
students, and visitors, and the multiplicative effect resulting 
from the spending of those dollars within the local economy. It 
did not examine more long-range or indirect economic impacts--
e.g., the impact of the presence of the university upon the 
area's ability to attract new employers or key managers of 
established firms. Although the study noted the increased earn-
ings resulting from a college degree, it did not make any other 
measurement of the value of a college education to the recipient, 
his/her family, or his/her community. Similarly, it did not 
measure the quality or value of the education, research, or ser-
vices the university provides. 
Since the major mission of the university is the "acquisi-
tion, transmission, and dissemination of knowledge ••• ", 1 this 
study, in effect, focused on a by-product of the university 
rather than upon its intended output. 
The reader should be aware of several other caveats in addi-
tion to this major limitation of the study. Any economic impact 
study involves many estimates and assumptions because accurate 
measurements of some variables have never been taken and were 
1
soard of 
Five-Year Plan 
1974), p. 2. 
Regents, Toward Excellence-II: An Update of the 
for the University of Nebraska 1975-1980 (Lincoln, 
3 
not feasible for this study. Although sample surveys are often 
used to make estimates for the entire population, they were not 
undertaken as part of this study primarily because questions 
about savings and expenditures were judged to be too sensitive 
while the faculty was engaged in contract negotiation with the 
university. The validity of these responses, even under the best 
circumstances, is questionable. 
The estimates and assumptions in this study are explicitly 
stated throughout the report. Sources include previous studies, 
earlier CAUR study of the university's economic e.g., the 
. 1 
:Lmpact, or the excellent study of Cleveland State University 
2 (an urban university similar to UNO). r Sometimes national data 
were used either directly or indirectly; e.g., faculty/staff 
expenditure was based on the intermediate urban budget for a 
family of four living in a metropolitan area. 
Since major variables involved estimates and assumptions 
rather than precise measurement, many variables that could have 
been finely tuned were not. Why press for precision on some 
variables when others by necessity were only rough estimates? 
For example, student expenditure was based on the budget guide-
lines used by the Financial Aids Office. These varied by marital 
status and whether the student lived with parents or rented or 
owned a home. Marital status was estimated using national data; 
residential pattern was estimated based on a 1973 survey at UNO. 
1Ralph Todd and Robert Blair, Economic Impact of the Univer-
sity of Nebraska at Omaha on the Omaha Economy (Omaha: CAUR, 
197 4) . 
2Edric Weld, Jr., The Economic Impact of an Urban University 
on the Cleveland Region (Cleveland: Cleveland State University, 
1981) . 
4 
Given these approximations, no attempt was made to correct the 
fact that some of the students on UNO's enrollment records never 
set foot in Omaha because their classes were on the Lincoln 
campus while some of the students at UNO were on the enrollment 
records of the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 
Similarly, a single simple multiplier of two was used to 
estimate the effect of respending rather than separate estimates 
for purchases of goods by the university and purchases by 
1 
employees or more precise estimates borrowed from other com-
munities that might not have been applicable to the Omaha SMSA. 
The reader should be aware of some differences between this 
study and some other university economic impact studies. The 
standard study was 
for a residential 
developed 
2 
college. 
by John Caffrey and Herbert Isaacs 
Unlike the urban university, the 
residential college rarely has part-time students, and so Caffrey 
and Isaacs treated them as visitors to the campus. This study 
followed the example of Weld at Cleveland State 3 and used the 
concept of full-time equivalent (FTE) students. 
Similarly, the Caffrey-Isaacs study excluded expenditure on 
owner-occupied housing because of conceptual questions about the 
imputed value of housing. This study included this expenditure 
following Weld's logic that "more violence is done to reality by 
completely omitting a sector than could possibly be caused by 
1Murray Frost and Garneth Peterson, The Economic Impact of 
Non-profit Arts Organizations in Nebraska, 1976 1977 (Omaha: 
CAUR, 1978), p. 30. 
2John Caffrey and Herbert Isaacs, Estimating the Impact of a 
College or University on the Local Economy (Washington: American 
Council on Education, 1971). 
3weld, Jr., op. cit. 
5 
confusion over handling of owned property with outstanding 
1 
mortgages vs. debt-free property .etc." In addition the urban 
budget used (even by Caffrey and Isaacs) to determine housing-
related expenditure involved some rather broad definitions and 
assumptions. 
Unlike the Caffrey-Isaacs study--but like Weld's--this study 
eliminated duplication. For example faculty/staff salaries were 
deducted from the university's expenditure impact because they 
were considered as the basis for the faculty/staff's expenditure 
impact. 
Similarly, this study followed Weld's model and examined the 
university's stimulus to the local economy by examining its 
ability to attract additional revenue and the consequences if the 
university ceased to exist. 
Unlike either the Caffrey-Isaacs or Weld studies, but like 
CAUR' s earlier effort, this study included an estimate of the 
impact of UNO alumni on the local economy. 
This report focused first on the impact of university expen~ 
diture upon the economy of the Omaha SMSA, then estimated the 
impact of faculty /staff expenditure, and finally examined stu-
dent expenditure. These were combined into a single impact, 
eliminating double counting. (See Figure l.) The impact of 
added income for alumni attributed to a college degree was also 
noted. An additional analysis estimated the economic impact of 
the university within the framework of 1) the infusion of new 
dollars into the local economy ("export effect"), 2) the economic 
consequences if UNO did not exist ("substitution effect"), and 
1Ibid., p. 1-5. 
6 
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3) the effect of respending money within the local economy 
("multiplier effect"). 
8 
EXPENDITURE BY THE UNIVERSITY 
Expenditure by the University of Nebraska at Omaha totaled 
$39.0 million for the academic year 1980-81. (See Table 1 and 
Figure 2.) The amount of this expenditure that was spent within 
the Omaha SMSA is shown in Table 2. Employee compensation 
totaled $24. 2 million. This amount affected the local economy 
through spending and saving decisions of faculty and staff, which 
are discussed in the second part of this study. To avoid double 
counting, this amount was subtracted from the total expenditure. 
Scholarship funds of $1.4 million were also excluded here, since 
spending decisions on this amount are shifted from the university 
to student recipients. 
The amount spent by the university on goods and services was 
$13.3 million. Assuming a local expenditure rate of 70 percent, 1 
an estimated $9.3 million was spent within the Omaha SMSA during 
1980-81. 
The distribution of educational and general revenue is shown 
in Table 3. Approximately $9.6 million dollars in tuition and 
fees were brought into the university during 1980-81. Appropria-
tions from the state of Nebraska totaled $19.1 million; federal, 
state, and local grants and contracts brought in $2.2 million. 
1This 
Purchasing 
assumption 
Department. 
was based on 
9 
an estimate made by the 
TABLE 1 
INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURE 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA 1980-81 
Educational and general expenditure 
Auxiliary enterprise expenditure 
Loan funds 
Plant funds 
Total expenditure 
$32,543,645 
3,649,878 
101,622 
2,737,264 
$39,032,409 
Source: University of Nebraska at Omaha Financial Statements, year ended June 
30, 1981. 
TABLE 2 
INSTITUTIONAL EXPENDITURE WITHIN THE OMAHA SMSA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Total expenditure 
Less compensation of employees 
Less scholarships (see student account) 
Equals expenditure on goods and services 
Assumed percentage spent locally 
Total expenditure made to local firms 
70% 
$39,032,409 
- 24,245 ,644 
-1 449 766 
$13,336,999 
$ 9,335,899 
Source: University Of Nebraska at Omaha Financial Statements, year ended June 
30, 1981. Percentage of expenditure on goods and services spent locally 
based on estimate in Edric A. Weld, Jr., Cleveland State University Economic 
Impact Study, 1981. Assumed percentage spent locally was derived from 
estimate by Purchasing Department. 
10 
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FIGURE 2 
Expenditure by the University Sector 
University of Nebraska at Omaha , 1980-1981 
Faculty & 
Staff 
Students 
Aid 
$1.4 million 
Outside SMSA 
--
. (30%) $4.0 million 
Within SMSA f (70%) $9.3 million 
j ; 
/ f 
' / 
TABLE 3 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL REVENUE DISTRIBUTION BY SOURCE 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
User charges 
Tuition and fees 
Sales and services of educational activities 
Governmental funds 
State appropriations 
Other state grant<> and contracts 
Federal grants and contracts 
Local grants and contracts 
Private gifts, grants, and contracts 
Other income 
Subtotal 
Auxiliary income 
Total revenue 
Millions 
$ 9,574,261 
656,866 
19,095,701 
481,687 
1,511,373 
174,521 
804,460 
891,258 
$33,190,127 
3,536,058 
$36,726,185 
Source: University of Nebraska at Omaha Financial Statements, year ended June 30, 1981. 
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EXPENDITURE BY FACULTY AND STAFF 
The University of Nebraska at Omaha employed 1,057 full-time 
equivalent faculty and staff during the 1980-81 year. 1 Of these, 
633 were staff members and 424 were faculty. (See Table 4.) The 
majority (96.4%) of faculty and staff resided within the Omaha 
SMSA, which includes Douglas and Sarpy Counties in Nebraska and 
Pottawattamie County in Iowa. (See Table 5.) 
Income and expenditure of faculty and staff residing within 
the SMSA were analyzed separately from those of faculty and staff 
outside the SMSA since their expenditure patterns were assumed to 
be somewhat different. 
The total salary and wages for faculty and staff for 1980-81 
was $21.7 million. Federal and state taxes and FICA of $4. 8 
million were withheld, leaving a net income of $16.8 million. 
(See Table 6.) 
The total impact of expenditure by faculty and staff is shown 
in Table 7 and Figure 3. Faculty and staff residing within the 
Omaha SMSA had an expenditure of $16.2 million. The assumption 
was made that for this group 90% of all non-housing 2 expenditure 
1This number was based on an average of the full-time equiva-
lent faculty and staff employed during fall, 1980 and spring, 
1981. The number of faculty and staff employed during the 
1980-81 year was obtained from Institutional Research and 
Personnel and was converted to full time equivalency. 
2The percentage of expenditures going toward housing (28.7%) 
and non-housing (71.3%) was derived from the 1980 annual budget 
for a four-person metropolitan family at the intermediate level 
of living, u.s. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
1981. 
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TABLE 4 
NUMBER OF FACULTY AND STAFF 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Full Time Part Time Full Time Equivalent_!;/ 
Faculty-"'/ 
Staff.!il 
Total 
372 
603 
975 
174 424 
101 633 
275 1,057 
.§../Average of fall, 1980 and spring, 1981; Source: Institutional Research Deparnnent, UNO . 
.QI Average of fall, 1980 and spring, 1981; Source: Personnel Department, UNO. 
5 1 Full time +.30 part time (.30 =ratio of classes taught by part rime to full time based on survey of college 
deans and estimate in Edric Weld, Jr., Cleveland State University Economic Impact Study, 1981). 
InSMSA 
Outside SMSA 
Tota!FTE 
TABLE 5 
RESIDENCE OF FACULTY/STAFF 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Percent 
96.4% 
3.6% 
100.0% 
Source: Residence as .of J a~mary, 1981; percent from Personnel Department, UNO. 
14 
Number 
1,019 
38 
1,057 
TABLE 6 
FACULTY/STAFF COMPENSATION 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Salary and wages 
Less taxes and FICA withheld 
Net income 
$21,654,972--''J 
4,829,7371!1 
$16,825,235 
2._! John Moore, Vice-Chancellor for Finance, UNO. 
ll/Payroll Office, UNO. 
SMSA residents~/ 
Sub-total 
Non-SMSA residents 
Sub-total 
Totals 
TABLE 7 
EXPENDITURE BY FACULTY/STAFF 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Housing Related_Q/ 
In 
SMSA 
Outside 
SMSA 
$4,655,004 
$4,655,004 
$173,838 
$173,838 
$4,655,004 $173,838 
$4,828,842 
Non-housing Related..£/ 
In Outside 
SMSA SMSA 
$10,408,070 $1,156,452 
$11,564,522 
$43,187 $388,684 
$431,871 
$10,451,257 $1,545,136 
$11,996,393 
In 
SMSA 
Total 
Ontside 
SMSA 
$15,063,074 $1,156,452 
$16,219,526 
$43,187 $562,522 
$605,709 
$15,106,261 $1,718,974 
$16,825,235 
.2:..196.4% of faculty/staff reside in the Omaha Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area of Douglas and Sarpy Counties 
in Nebraska and Pottawattamie County in Iowa. 
_Q/Intermediate, metropolitan area urban budget (for family of 4), autumn 1980 
Housing r~lated = ZB. ?% 
Budget mmus taXes, FICA 
.f./The assumption is made that 90% of the non-housing budget is spent in the area of residence. 
15 
FIGURE 3 
Local Expenditure by Faculty and Staff 
Housing Non-ho~~Lng 
· $4.8 million $12.0 million 
-.----
Within Outside Within Outside 
'S'M'SA SMSA SMSA 'S'M'SA· 
-----------
-
$4.7 million $ .2 million $10.5 million $1.5 million 
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took place within the SMSA, and 10% was spent outside. 1 All of 
the housing related expenditure was assumed to take place within 
the SMSA. Faculty and staff residing in the SMSA spent $15.1 
million ($10. 5 million non-housing and $4.7 million housing) 2 
within the Omaha metropolitan area. They spent $1.2 million out-
side the SMSA. 
The expenditure of non-SMSA residents was $.6 million. Based 
on the assumption that none of the housing related expenditure 
and 10% of the non-housing expenditure was spent within the 
SMSA, 1 non-SMSA residents spent less than $50,000 within the 
SMSA. 
The University of Nebraska at Omaha faculty and staff spent 
$15.1 million within the SMSA and $1.7 million outside the SMSA. 
1These assumptions are similar to Weld, Jr., op. cit. 
2Non-housing and housing do not equal total of $15.1 million 
due to rounding. 
17 
EXPENDITURE BY STUDENTS 
The University of Nebraska at Omaha had an average of 14,864 
students enrolled during the 1980-81 academic year. As typical 
in many urban universities, more of these students attended part 
time than full time. The economic impact model developed by John 
Caffrey and Herbert Isaacs for the American Council on Education 
(ACE), based on the more traditional residential college where 
part-time students are a rarity, treated these students as visi-
tors when calculating the university's economic impact. 1 Edric 
Weld for his study of Cleveland State University, on the other 
hand, recognized that part-time students are a major factor in 
the urban university and therefore included them by using the 
concept of full-time equivalent student (FTE) • This study 
followed Weld's lead. It used the FTE calculations of the uni-
versity, which divides the number of credit hours generated by 
part-time students by 12 for undergraduates and 9 for graduate 
students. This resulted in a total student FTE of 10,488 which 
was used throughout the remainder of this study, although the 
economic impact of several part-time students might not be the 
same as one full-time student. The data are shown in Table 8. 
Most (94.1%) UNO students resided within the Omaha SMSA and 
most of these within Douglas and Sarpy Counties. Only l. 4% of 
all students listed Pottawattamie County, Iowa as their home. 
1
caffrey and Isaacs, op. cit., p. 14. 
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TABLE 8 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED 
AT UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Studentsi1 -Fuli Tl:rlie ·Equ1Vitleilt~1 
Full-time Part-time Total Full Time Part Time.!!/ Total 
Undergraduate 6,571 6,251 12,822 6,571 2,814 9,385 
Graduate 306 1,736 2,042 306 797 1,103 
--- --- ---
Total 6,877 7,987 14,864 6,877 3,611 10,488 
~I Average of fall, 1980 and spring, 1981; Source' UNO Enrollment Statistics (fall, 19~0; spring, 1981) Office 
of the Registrar. 
_Q/Part-time FTE calculated by dividing all credit hours generated by part-time students by 12 for under-
graduates and 9 for graduate students. 
19 
The remaining 5. 9% lived elsewhere in Nebraska, Iowa, or other 
states. (See Table 9.) 
Table 10 presents the living arrangements of the UNO stu-
dents. In absence of any accurate data on this major factor 
affecting the economic impact of the student body, these esti-
mates were based on several assumptions. First, the proportion 
of students living with their parents, renting their own apart-
ments, or owning their own homes was based on findings of a sur-
vey conducted for the 1974 UNO economic impact study. That sur-
vey found, 34% of all students lived with their parents, 41% 
rented, and 25% were homeowners. Second, the determination of 
students' marital status was based on national proportions of 
those living with spouse in various age-sex categories. 1 Third, 
this study assumed that all homeowners were married and all stu-
dents living with their parents were single. Based on these 
assumptions, most students were single and resided with their 
parents (3,355 of the SMSA residents), and the second most fre-
quently found group were singles who rented their own apartments 
(2,764 of the SMSA residents). 
As with faculty/staff expenditure, the proportions of student 
expenditure made within the SMSA differed with place of resi-
dence. Table 11 depicts total expenditure for students residing 
within the SMSA. These were based on estimates used by the UNO 
Financial Aids Office for determining student eligibility for 
financial aid, a technique used in both the Caffrey-Isaacs and 
1Age-sex composition from UNO Institutional Research; 
marriage rates from u.s. Bureau of the Census, Current Population 
Re por t s , S e r i e s P- 2 0 , No • 3 6 5 , ;;.M::.:a:;,rc-l.::,. tFa.;::lc....::Sc.,t;;;a;:..t;;,u::.s::.....,;;;a.;;;n:..:d:._;;L=-l.::.. v.;;;.;::i.:.;n"'g'-=A:;:.:r::..;r;:..::a.:;.:n~gc=.e­
ments: March 1980 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
OffJ.ce, 1981), Table 1, p. 7. 
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TABLE 9 
RESIDENCE OF STUDENTS-"/ 
. UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, FALL 1980 
Percent of 
All Students 
FTE 
Number111 
Douglas/Sarpy Counties 
Pottawattamie County (Iowa) 
92.7% 
1.4% 
Total in SMSA 
Outside SMSA 
Total 
94.1% 
5.9% 
100.0% 
9,869 
619 
10,488 
.2:.! Source: Student Academic Services printout by zip code, based on fall, 1980 enrollment. 
_Q/Percentage distribution applied to total FTE. 
Total 
Outside SMSA 
Inside SMSA 
With parents 
Rent 
Own 
TABLE 10 
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY 
TYPE OF LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Married Single 
3,985 6,503 
235 384 
3,750 6,119 
3,355 
1,283 2,764 
2,467 
Note: The above figures are based on the following assumptions: 
Percent of 
FTE 
94.1% 
5.9% 
100.0% 
Total 
10,488 
619 
9,869 
3,355 
4,047 
2,467 
1) Percent of students living with parents, renting, or owning is based on the estimate used in Ralph 
Todd and Robert Blair, Economic Impact of the University of Nebraska at Omaha Economy, 1974. 
2) Percent of married is based on metropolitan U.S. data for age-sex categories (percent married 
living with spouse). See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 365, 
Marital Status and Living Arrangements: March 1 1980. 
3) Percent of married outside of the SMSA is assumed to be the same as inside SMSA. 
4) All owners are married. 
5) All students living with parents are single. 
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TABLE 11 
EXPENDITURE BY FULL TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS RESIDING INSIDE SMSA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Total Budget Housing/Food Tuition 
Per All Per All Per All 
Number Student-~/ Students.!!/ Student Students Student Students 
With parents 
Married 
Single 3,355 $3,100 $10,400,500 $1,010 $ 3,388,550 $ 880 $ 2,952,400 
Rent 
Married 1,283 7,800 10,007,400 3,940 5,055,502 880 1,129,040 
Single 2,764 4,200 11,608,800 2,110 5,832,040 880 2,432,320 
Own 
Married 2,467 7,800 19,242,600 3,940 9,719,980 880 2,170,960 
Single 
---
Total 9,869 $51,259,300 $23,995,590 $ 8,684,720 
~/ Expendiru.re per student is based on estimates made by the Financial Aids Office for the 9 month academic year. 
.Q/ Expenditure for all students is calculated by multiplying the number of FTE students by the estimated expenditure per student. 
Note: The above figures are based on the following assumptions: 
Other 
Per All 
Student Students 
$1,210 $ 4,059,550 
2,980 3,823,340 
1,210 3,344,440 
2,980 7,351,660 
$18,578,990 
1) Percent of students living with parents, renting, or owning is based on the estimate used in Ralph Todd and Robert Blair, Economic Impact of the University 
of Nebraska at Omaha Economy, 1974. 
2) Percent of married is based on metropolitan U.S. data for age-sex categories (percent married living with spouse). See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current 
Population Reports, Series P~20, No. 365, Marital Status and Living Arrangements: March, 1980. 
3) Percent of married outside of the SMSA is assumed to be the same as inside SMSA. 
4) All owners are married. 
5) All students living with parenu; are single. 
6) Each married student has an average of one child. 
Weld studies. Total expenditure by UNO students residing within 
the SMSA was $51.3 million. 
The same data for students living outside of the SMSA are 
reported in Table 12 and total $3.2 million. 
A summary of this expenditure spent within and outside of the 
SMSA is reported in Table 13. The assumption was made that for 
non-SMSA residents tuition and 10% of the non-housing budget 
other than tuition was spent in the Omaha SMSA, and all other 
expenditures were outside. For SMSA residents tuition, housing, 
and 90% of the non-housing budget other than tuition was spent in 
the Omaha SMSA, and the remainder was spent outside. Students 
living within the Omaha SMSA, therefore, spent $49.4 million 
within the SMSA and $1.9 million outside of it. Students living 
outside of the SMSA spent only $.7 million in the SMSA, and $2.67 
million outside. 
The total expenditure of UNO students within the Omaha SMSA 
for the 1980-81 year was $50.1 million. 
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TABLE 12 
EXPENDITURE BY FULL TIME EQUIVALE)<T STUDENTS RESIDING OUTSIDE SMSA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
Total Budget Housing/Food Tuition 
Per All Per All Per All 
Number Student.!/ S tuden ts_Q/ Student Students Student Students 
With parents 
Married 
Single 210 $3,100 $ 651,000 $1,010 $ 212,100 $ 880 $ 184,800 
Rent 
Married 80 7,800 624,000 3,940 315,200 880 70,400 
Single 174 4,200 730,800 2,110 367,140 880 15 3,120 
Own 
Married 155 7,800 1,209,000 3,940 610,700 880 136,400 
Single 
Total 619 $3,214,800 $1,505,140 $ 544,720 
~I Expenditure per student is based on estimates made by the Financial Aids Office. 
_Q/ Expenditure for all students is calculated by multiplying the number of FTE students by the estimated expenditure per student. 
See Table 11 for applicable note. 
Other 
Per All 
Student Students 
$1,210 $ 254,100 
2,980 238,400 
1,210 210,540 
2,980 461,900 
$1,164,940 
TABLE 13 
SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES BY FULL TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81-"1 
Housing/Food 
In 
SMSA 
SMSA residents $23,995,590 
Outside 
SMSA 
Sub-total $23,995,590 
Non-SMSA residents $1,505,140 
Sub-total $1,505,140 
Totals $23,995,590 $1,505,140 
$25,500,730 
Non-Housing/Food]!/ 
In Outside 
SMSA SMSA 
$25,405,811 $1,857,899 
$27,263,710 
$661,214 $1,048,446 
$1,709,660 
$26,067,025 $2,906,345 
$28;973,370 
In 
SMSA 
Total 
Outside 
SMSA 
$49,401,401 $1,857,899 
$51,259,300 
$661,214 $2,55 3,586 
$3,214,800 
$50,062,615 $4,411,485 
$54,474,100 
.2:_/ Based on student expendiru.re budget compiled by Financial Aids Office. 
_Q/ Based on assumption that 90% of non-housing/food expenditures other than tuition are made in the area of residence. 
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ADJUSTMENTS TO ELIMINATE DOUBLE COUNTING 
Several adjustments were necessary to avoid double counting. 
For example, part of the students' expenditure included tuition 
and purchase of books. Both of these were spent at the univer-
sity and have already appeared as part of its impact on the 
economy. 
Table 14 and Figure 4 indicate these adjustments. The total 
of $24.0 million spent by the students on housing and food in the 
SMSA was reduced by $. 7 million, which represents the amount 
assumed to have been spent on campus. This was computed by 
taking 90% of the income earned by Food Service. (Since student 
FTE is 90.8% of the total student and staff FTE at UNO, approxi-
mately 90% of this income was assumed to be derived from 
students). The net amount of housing/food expenditure by stu-
dents within the SMSA, therefore, was $23.3 million. 
Other student expenditure within the SMSA was reduced by the 
$9.6 million they spent on tuition and fees and the $2.1 million 
they spent on campus. The latter was calculated by taking 90% of 
all auxiliary enterprise income except Food Service used in the 
prior calculation and the Student Center which was assumed to be 
' covered by student fees. Student expenditure for non-housing/ 
food spent off-campus, therefore, was $14.4 million. 
The total student expenditure impact on the SMSA was $37.7 
million. 
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TABLE 14 
ADJUSTMENTS TO STUDENT EXPENDITURE 
IN OMAHA SMSA 
Housing/food expenditure in SMSA 
Less 90% of auxiliary food service income 
Net 
Non-housing/food expenditure in SMSA 
Less tuition/fees 
Less 90% of other auxiliary income-~) 
Net 
Total student expenditure impact in SMSA 
$23,995,590 
- 683 897 
23,311,693 
26,067,025 
- 9,574,261 
- 2 138 409 
14,354,355 
$37,666,048 
~/Excluding Student Center, which is assumed to be covered by student fees. 
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IMPACT OF ALUMNI 
The University of Nebraska at Omaha as an urban university 
has a special appeal to the residents of the area and does not 
attract many students from distant areas. Similarly, a high pro-
portion of its graduates still reside in the metropolitan area. 
As a result much of the economic benefits derived from a college 
education remain in the metropolitan area. This factor was 
ignored in the model developed by Caffrey and Isaacs which 
focused on residential colleges that drew their students from a 
wide area and dispersed their alumni to a wide area. The 1974 
study of the economic impact of UNO, on the other hand, con-
sidered this factor, and this study includes it as well. 
According to the Alumni Office, its mailing list of graduates 
includes 15,173 who live in the metropolitan area. A 1979 study 
of alumni conducted by CAUR found that 64.4% of the alumni in the 
randomly drawn sample were male and 35.6% were female. 1 A later 
survey using a weighted sample' reported 63.1% of the respondents 
were male and 36.9% female. 2 A reasonable assumption, therefore, 
was that 65% of the alumni residing locally were male. 
Calculations, therefore, were based on 9,862 males and 5,311 
females. 
1P au 1 Lee e t a 1 . , ""'U.;n:.;;i;.;v;.;e:.:r=-s=i...:tc.Y-.:O:..:f=---N=e-=b~r...:a:.:s:..:k:.::a=--=a-=t=--...:O::.:m:::a=h-=a=--...:A:.::l::.u:::m=n~i 
Survey, (Omaha:- CAUR, 1979). 
2Rebecca Fahrlander, The Impact of Alumni on the University 
of Nebraska at Omaha (Oma~h-=a-=:~~C~A~U=R~,=-1~9~8=2~)-=.-==~~~--~=-~~~~~ 
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A study released in 1981 by the Bureau of the Census based on 
income data for 1979 indicated that the median income for all 
males 25 years old and over who had completed four years of high 
school was $15,522 while the median for those who had completed 
four years of college was $20,228. The economic value of a 
college education for males, therefore, can be estimated to be 
$4,706 per year. Similar data for women were $5,325 for high 
school 
increase 
graduates and 
3 
of $2,987. 
$8,312 for college graduates, for an 
When the total income gain due to a college education was 
multiplied by the number of male and female alumni residing in 
the SMSA, the result was a local economic impact of $62.3 million 
per year. (See Table 15 and Figure 5.) 
l U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, 
Series P-60, No. 129, Money Income of Families and Persons in the 
United States: 1979 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1981), Table 52, pp. 211 and 216. 
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TABLE 15 
ECONOMIC IMPACT OF UNO ALUMNI ON OMAHA SMSA 
UNO alumni residing in SMSA-"'1 
Median income, 16 years of education, 25+ years old.!!/ 
Median income, 12 years of educ,ation, 25+ years old.Q/ 
Impact of college education 
Total impact (persons x impact) 
. Males 
9,862 
$20,228 
15,522 
$ 4,706 
$46,410,572 
Femal~s 
5,311 
$8,312 
5,325 
$2,987 
$15,863,957 
Total 
15,173 
$62,274,529 
-"'
1Estimate of alumni living in SMSA from Alumni Office. Estimate of proportion of males (65%) and females 
(35%) based on Paul Lee, et al., University of Nebraska at Omaha Alumni Survey, 1979 . 
.Q/ Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P~60, No. 129,Money Income of 
Families and Persons in the United States,, 1979, Table 52, pp. 211 and 216. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
One method of calculating the economic impact of the 
University of Nebraska at Omaha upon the Omaha SMSA economy is 
based upon the expenditure of the university, its faculty and 
staff, students, and visitors. These expenditure totals, 
adjusted for double counting, are shown in Table 16 and Figure 6. 
Total expenditure in 1980-81 was $62.3 million. Students 
accounted for the largest expenditure, $37.7 million or 60.5% of 
the total. The faculty and staff accounted for $15.1 million or 
24.3%. The university sector spent $9.3 million or 15.0%. 
The University of Nebraska at Omaha drew an estimated 1,270 
visitors to conferences held at its Peter Kiewit Conference 
Center during the 1980-81 year. Based on an average stay of 2.5 
days and an estimate of $57 per day of local expenditure, 1 these 
visitors brought $.2 million into the Omaha area economy. This 
is a conservative estimate of visitor impact, and it does not 
include visiting speakers or performers, athletic event par-
ticipants or spectators, or UNO-sponsored conferences held 
elsewhere in Omaha. 
A second method of calculating the economic impact of the 
university w.ould consider the infusion of new dollars into the 
area (the "export effect"), the economic consequences if the uni-
versity did not exist (the "substitution effect"), and the added 
1Based on Chamber of Commerce statement. 
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TABLE 16 
CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNTS OF TOTAL EXPENDITURE WITHIN THE SMSA 
BY THE UNIVERSITY, ITS FACULTY, AND STUDENTS (FTE ADJUSTED) 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA; 1980-81-
University~/ 
Faculty and staff_Q/ 
Students_£/ 
Visitors.Q/ 
Total expenditure inside SMSA 
J!/From Table 2 
_Q/ From Table 7 
.£1From Table 14 
Housing 
Related 
$ 4,655,004 
23,311,693 
$27,966,697 
Non -housing 
Related 
$ 9,335,899 
10,451,257 
14,354,355 
180,975 
$34,322,486 
Total 
Amount 
$ 9,335,899 
15,106,261 
37,666,048 
180,975 
$62,289,183 
Percent 
Share 
15.0% 
24.3 
60.5 
.3 
100.1 %"'-1 
_Q/Number of visitors and average length of stay estimated by College of Continuing Studies. Estimates of 
expenditure from the Chamber of Commerce. 
!;_/Total does not equallOO percent due to rounding. 
w 
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FIGURE 6 
Local Purchases of Goods and Services 
Three Major Sectors 
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*includes $.2 million of visitor expenditure 
impact of these stimuli due to respending money within the local 
economy (the "multiplier effect"). 
As shown in Table 17, a total of $22.0 million in external 
funds was generated by the university in 1980-81. The largest 
share of these funds was the state appropriation ($19.1 million), 
but the total also included federal grants and contracts ($1.5 
million), tuition and expenditure of non-SMSA students ($.7 
million), and visitor expenditure ($.2 million) as well as expen-
diture in the local economy by employees living ou.tside of the 
SMSA. 
If the infusion of money into the area (export effect) is a 
stimulus to the economy, then the loss or leakage of expenditure 
out of the area (import effect) must also be considered to deter-
mine the net stimulus to the local economy. These leakages 
included the university's purchases of goods and services from 
non-local sources ($4.0 million), the expenditure of local 
faculty/staff outside of the SMSA ($1.2 million), expenditure of 
local students outside of the SMSA ($1.9 million), the expendi-
ture outside of the local area by non-local faculty /staff ($. 6 
million), the federal and state taxes withheld ($3.6 million), 
and the money for FICA and retirement contributions made by the 
university and employees ($4.0 miilion). (See Table 18.) These 
leakages totaled $15.1 million, and when this was deducted from 
$22.0 million of external funds, the result was a net impact of 
$6.8 million. 
The presence of the university may be assumed to attract 
faculty and students from outside of the SMSA, as well as to pre-
vent some SMSA residents from leaving the area to work or to 
36 
TABLE 17 
SUMMARY OF FUNDING GENERATED FROM EXTERNAL SOURCES 
UNIVERSITY RELATED ACTIVITIES, BY SOURCE 
UNIVERSITY oF NE!JRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980-81 
External funds received direcdy by the university 
State appropriations 
State grants and contracts 
Federal grants and contracts 
Subtotal 
Tuition and expenditures of non-SMSA students 
Tuition 
Expendimre 
Subtotal 
Expenditure of non-SMSA faculty/staff 
Expenditure by visitors to university 
Total funds generated from external sources 
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$19,095,701 
481,687 
1,511,373 
$21,088,761 
544,720 
116,494 
661,214 
43,187 
180,975 
$21,974,137 
TABLE 18 
PAYMENTS TO OUTSIDE PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
(LEAKAGE) 
University expenditure on goods and services (outside-sMSA) 
Local faculty/staff expenditure outside SMSA 
Local students expenditure outside SMSA 
Non-local faculty/staff expenditure outside SMSA 
Federal income taxes withheld~/ 
State income taxes withheld~/ 
FICA and retirement contributions by university and employees_Q/ 
Total payments 
-"
1source' Payroll Office, UNO . 
..b1source: Finance Office, UNO. 
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$ 4,001,100 
1,156,452 
1,857,899 
562,522 
3,101,244 
494,603 
3,959,637 
$15,133,457 
attend college (and to spend their incomes). 
The potential loss to the economy of expenditure by students 
if UNO did not exist is shown in Table 19. If UNO did not exist 
some students would attend other colleges in the Omaha area 
(e.g., Metropolitan Technical Community College or private 
institutions such as Creighton University), some would not attend 
any university at all, and some would attend schools outside of 
the metropolitan area. If the assumption is made that these 
alternatives would be equally likely to occur, then one-third of 
the students (or 3, 496) would not be in Omaha. 1 Since total 
expenditure in the SMSA by the 10,488 UNO students totaled $50.1 
million, or an average of $4,773, then this represents a poten-
tial loss in expenditure of $16.7 million. 
Similarly if UNO did not exist, some faculty and staff would 
still find employment in the Omaha SMSA. For these calculations, 
the assumption was made that all non-faculty (B- and C-line 
employees) would seek and find other employment in the area. The 
assumption was also made that all faculty and administrators 
(A-line employees) who had strong ties to the area, as measured 
by completing their last degrees at a Nebraska university, would 
remain in the Omaha area. Even with these very conservative 
assumptions, 75% (or 318) of the 1980-81 FTE faculty would not be 
in Omaha if UNO did not exist. Given average faculty/staff 
expenditures of $14,292 in the SMSA, this means a potential loss 
of $ 4. 5 million. (See Table 20.) 
The total indirect impact due to the substitution effect, 
therefore, was $21.2 million. 
1
see Weld, Jr., op. cit., for similar assumption. 
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TABLE 19 
POTENTIAL LOSS TO SMSA ECONOMY OF ExPENDITURE BY STUDENTS 
IF UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA DID NOT EXIST 
Expentidure per FTE student 
Average expenditure of FTE students in Omaha SMSA-"1 
FTE students who might not be in Omaha SMSA without UNO 
(One third of 1980-81 FTE enrollment).!!/ 
Potential loss in local expenditure 
$4,773 
3,496 
$16,686,408 
Jl/Total expenditure by students within SMSA (Table 13) divided by number of FTE students . 
.hi Estimate from Edric A Weld, Jr., Cleveland State University Economic Impact Study, 1981. 
TABLE 20 
POTENTIAL LOSS TO SMSA ECONOMY OF ExPENDITURE BY 
FACULTY AND STAFF IF UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA DID NOT EXIST 
Expenditure per FTE faculty/staff member 
Average expenditure of FTE faculty/staff member in Omaha SMSA-"/ $14,292 
FTE faculty who might not be in Omaha SMSA without UNO 318 
(75 percent of 1980·81 FTE faculty).!!/ 
Potential loss in expenditure (318 x $14,292) $4,544,856 
-"
1Total expenditure by faculty/staff within SMSA (Table 7) divided by number of FTE faculty. 
_Q/Based on estimate that if UNO did not exist, all the FTE staff and 25 percent of faculty 
would still be in SMSA. (Approximately 25 percent of faculty listed in 1980·81 catalog 
received their last degrees from a Nebraska university.) 
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TABLE 21 
NET LOCAL ExPENDITURE GENERATED BY THE UNIVERSITY 
AND POSSIBLE MULTIPLIER EFFECTS ON THE REGIONAL ECONOMY 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, 1980·81 
Direct stimuli (export effects) 
Funding from external sources 
Less payments to outside persons and organizations 
Subtotal: net stimulus to the regional economy 
Indirect impacts (substitution effects) 
Faculty and staff who would not be in SMSA without UNO 
Srudents' import substirotion due to UNO 
Subtotal: indirect stimulus to the regional economy 
Combined stimulus 
Estimated net expenditure within the SMSA 
generated by the presence of the university 
Times assumed multiplier.E::1 
Equals possible increase in regional economic 
activity generated by university 
2.0 
$21,974,137 
15,133,457 
$ 6,840,680 
$ 4,544,856 
16,686,408 
$21,231;264 
28,071,944 
$56,143,888 
~I Source: Estimate used by Edric A. Weld, Jr., Cleveland State University Economic Impact 
Study, 1981. 
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When the direct stimulus of $6.8 million was added to the 
indirect stimulus of $21.2 million the result was an impact of 
$28.1 million. When a single simple multiplier of 2.0 was used, 
the result was a total impact of $56.1 million; (See Table -n 
and Figure 7 • ) This did not include any consideration of the 
$62.3 million impact of additional alumni earnings attributable 
to gaining degrees from UNO and remaining residents of the Omaha 
SMSA. 
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